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ABSTRACT

Research conducted on Child Development Associate
(CDA) training in HSS Region III during the past Z years has )
- attempted to analyze this form of adult education by combining some
aspects of life-span research with aspects of more traditional adult:
education research. This report provides a brief update on two types
of research: research on the impact of CDA training and research on
the training process itself. Research on the effects of CDA training
shows short term gains in child development knowledge and classroom
behavior, but it also indicates that a partial reversal of earlier
endorsement of child-centered beliefs takes place during second-year
training. Two explanations are offered for the latter finding., The
first concerns the amphasis during second-year training on teacher
hehavior as opposed to child development. The second, oriented in the
life-span perspective, suggests reversion by most trainees to
previously held beliefs. Three studies have been completed on the CDA
training process. The findings of one study suggest that the CDA
approach to assignments and inservice feedback should be’ combined
with a child development knowledge base typical of traditional ™
training. Results from another study emphasize the influence on L e
training of external motivating factors in the work and personal
lives of trainees. The third study concludes that the more successful
training programs include opportunities for independence in working
with complex materials in complex social interagtions. (CB)

AR AR AR A R A KRR A AR R AT R AR Tk APk hkk kb hkkk kb hdhdhhkhhkkhikdhihhhk

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

* from the original document. *
*********************************ﬂ*********************************k***



! ' U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

' NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION

ZDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
CENTER (ERIC: T
‘%This document has besn repreduced as
received from the person or organization

originating it.

[J Minor changes have heen made to improve

The Child Development Associats Frogram  reproducton quay.

:«'-»-“— L .

e e i P2 ¥ -] et i e it Mot S g3 T L A Mo papet T v boreL T et e o . Ton v oo

a Points of viaw or opinions stated in this docu:

Y . ment do not necessarily reprasent official NIE
R‘EEEEU"Ch ‘;JEQQE_E_ position or poliey. ‘

Tound aeee team St homat mad Demet S

: “PERMISSION TO REPHODUGE THIS
Donald L. Feters MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

The Fennsylvania State University _[Llﬁdkkcg L. .
Peters

, TO THE EDUGATIONAL RESOURCES
Introduction _ INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC).”

ED253312

It has been arguédlthat there is & critical need in the area
of Child Development essociate training and in the field of adult
‘education in general for an e&ucational psycholeogy of the adult
learner (zf. .Peters, Yenchhko, & Sutton, 1981; Sutton % Feters,
1987%: Willis, in press). The arguméqt also stresses tha£ such an
gducational pay;hology is bést founded in a life-span
developmental perséective. The life—-span perspective considers
life-long learning as an adaptive process that céntinues
throughout adulthogd (Cropley, 1977; Schaie & Willis, 1978, 1%8%) ,
and points te the self-determined and self~dirécted nature of |

=

much adult learning and theldiversity of cortexts in which it

mwic]
} \? ] . ¢ ) .
63 occurs. FResearchesrs who adopt the life—span perspective in their
] .

%ﬁ?ﬁ research on adult education pay particular attention to the
yﬂ% motivational aspects of certain educational strategies and
(é§:>\ methods (Feters % Kostelnik, 1981) and to the interrelationship

.~

z}ﬁz of adult personal and professional development (Feters, 1982

Y

g.;g‘.‘q Sutton % Feters, 1983). This contrasts sharply with more
traditicnal lkinds of research in adult education whers the

attempt has been to investigate the relative ~ontribution of such

variables as sponsorship, methods (e.g., lecture, discussions,
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. | &
role plaving, etc.), or the conditions of training (e.g.; days
vs; night classes) to the out:omeé'o+ the educational program
(cf. Peck % Tucker, 1973; Schasfer & Law, 1973 . ;

Both 1i;es af reéearch’have #heir viftues and'limitations.
The first linme has too %requenﬁly either (a).prcvided«anly |
deécriptive characteristics of adult learners or (b) intervened
only under'limited laboratory conditions. The second line ot
research has wrestled with & virtually limitless set of
pqtehtially impartant variables withﬁut a theaoretical rétiunale
for selecting specific ones for study. Further, ;ttempts to
analyzé the vast numbet of potenti;l variables for their imEact
under "real world" conditions have béen hampared by the

inseparable nature of some of the clusters making it impossiblé

to separate the wheat from tﬁe chaff. @

-

Regsearch :oqducted on CDA éraining in HSS Ragion ITT during
the past two yéars mas attempted a more systematic effort
combining somé aspects of life-span research with othef aspects
of more traditional adult education research. My students and I,
working with limitéd resources but excellent. cooperation from CDA
trainers and trainees, have sought to broaden our knowledge about
CDA training, while at the same time gaining some useful insights
about adult education and teacher development more generally.

The purpose of this report is to provide a brief update on two
tvpes of research we have been doing.

Several studies confirm that the CDA training we have been

' providing produces at least short—term improvement in child

2
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development knowledge and classroom behaviaor (Llewellyn, 1983;

Frudhoe, 1987%). - Theoe studies confirm the informgl comments we

" Have received over the vears from trainees, trainers, education

-conrdinators, and Head Start directors. They are reassuring

confirmations of the research findings previously reported as
well (Feters, 1982). Most interesting, however, is tha;
longitudinal fQIlDqup conddcted by Rosemary Sutton. |

As part of a larger study, some of which will be digcussed
later, Sutton administered the_Teach; Belief Inventory (Verma
Pegers, 1975) to a number of trainees. Niné o; the trainee? were
ones from whom data had been gathered on two previous.occasicns,
providing, an excellant opportunity to look at change over &
longitudinal period of 18 months. The results of her analyses
indicate a complete rcpli:ation of the trends we reported last
year from analyses of first~ versus second-ysar trainses. Duéiné
the first year of training, there is a significant change toward
the endorsement of. thes Head Start favored cognitively o(iented,
child=-centered beliefs (from ¥ = 44,2 to X = 3I9,46). During the
second year of trakning, there is a p;rtial.reversal of this
trend (CCE at Time 3, X = Si.1; BTE at Time 3, X = 41.1).

These data are emplainablemin t@c ways., First, the fear 1
versus Year 2 difference; cauld be a reflection of the
differences in emphagis of the two years of tfaining. In samne
programs, the first year emphasizes the child development
foundations of early aducation practice, while the sscond gfér

attends more to methods, classroom management, and porcfol o

‘i
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building. The latter tend to focus one’'s attention more on what

—

_the teacher is doing and less on the child.

Altefﬁatively, the life~sban paerspactive (ahd'our data)

wou}d tend to support ancther eﬁﬁlanation. Given that the CDA
G

traiﬁees are an older and more experienced group, with many
things going pnnin th?if personal lives, some of the secondfyearé
deEline may be attributable to a reversion to prévicuslg held s
beliefs. This seeﬁs particularly true for the older among them
(Sutfan and #eters, 1983 . L

Thé trend is ngt alarming, and, indeed, there remains &,
éignificant increase in endorsement oi,ﬁogﬁitivaly Q?iented,
child-centered beliefs from Time 1 to Time I. However, it does

suggest that additional supports for the initial changes need to

be built into the training system.

WA S et Jow B Vet " —— arm ——— e - Ty —— ot b4 et e iR wia namm S oot

) The second line of researqb\wg have undertaken seaks to
ditferentiate critic&l aspects o; the tfaining pfocess. Three
studies have been completed to date. 4

The first stuay (Frudhoe, 1983) sought to investigate the
general criticism directed at much of CDA training. Berk and
Berson (1981),‘¥or example, have suggested that CDA training,
because of the "narrow" skill focused assessment system Eoward
which it is directed, underemphasizes the theory base that they
claim to be an important and inseparable part of more
traditional forms of teacher education. .To test thisg claim and
to determine whether the CDA fraining emphasis on the CDA 13 '

functional areas offered something importantly different to the

S
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traditional training process, Frudhoe assigned 25 undergraduate.
students to one of three conditions. The first group received

instruction and a studse~t teaching ewpé%ience in a manner that

3 u L]

- has been done traditionally at Fenn State and elsewhere. .The
groups received in%prmation anq materi;la Qn,deQelqpmental

theories and their abplicationé in the esarly childhood classroom.’
In_the classrcom! the students received regula; ﬂggdgack‘¥rom

8 o their supervising teacher. éFrudHoe calls this th? TRADI?PDNAL
group. 3

The second conaition‘was & CDA condition; This group
received materials cﬁ thahaDA competencises and functional areas.

Classroom sessions were spent discussing the functienal 'areas and

N, how the students could demonstrate competency in the early ’

.
'y

childhood program. Students were also required to assemble a

, N ¢ ' :
portfolio, and feedback on performance in the early childhood y
- ‘ l' r .0.
program was given regularly by the supervising teacher, using the
. &

- . t

-

i :
L

functional areas as a gu;de.
“The‘third group of students received a slighﬁxy abbreviated
varsion of the iﬂ%grmat;on_and materials provided to BOTH of the
‘other groups. The abbreviation was necessary s that this group

- would not receive more traininé time or assignments than‘the X
other two groups. They produced a portfolic and reéeived regular

feedback on their performance in the early childhood program,

using the CDA Observation Chechk sheet as a guide.

1

-

Data on student performance was gathered, using an objective

"Lnowledge" test and through observations of early childhood
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combining the CDA approach with more traditional kinds of
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clagsroom behaviar, using the CDA checklist.,(Ruopp, Travers,

4

Blantz, % Coelen, 1%97%). .
The results of this study indicated that the students who

received BOTH the CDA and_tra?itional materials, information,

assignments, and feedback did significantly better than the other

. two groups on the anwledge test and on the cverall observed

competency. Tne group raceiving both forms of training was .
abserved to be significantly better, particularly in the
cbmpetency areas, Health and Cognitive. The other two groups

did not differ from ona another, though all students improved in
The findings of this small study suggest the virtue of

training. Of particular importance is the use of the CDA |
functional areas to fﬁcus assignﬁen%s and Supervgsing taachers’
feedback and the need to integrate with such £raining the
knowledge bage of morse traditional programs. |

In the second stddy, Betsy Llewellyn (1983) sought to

’

cabitalize on the self~directed and self-determined nature of
much of adult learning: She aleso sought to increase the
tnerceived relevance" of the CDA training by relating it to both
the Head Start and home lives of the trainees. Llewellyn
randomly éssigned her trainees to conditions that varied by
whether the trainees determined their own abjectives-for their

training (by having them select sarticular functional areas to be

stressed in Individual Educational Flans they wrote for ) ’
ap . .

" themselves) ﬁnd by the perceived relevance. Half her trainees

/



~trainees and the external motivational factors in the work and

] : ' ' ‘ e [
. . - 3

CDA Frogram Research Update

-

[ ! . .
, 5 . )

~ had cbjactivgs and aHperienceé that involved both'theirlschool

LY

life and their home life. Further, half her trainees used IEF’'s
from ﬁhé beginning of the year ,while the other hal+ did not
ihitiate the IEPR process uptil dater. 'Hence, in her study, shq
could isolate the e#fects of the use of the IEF prcéedura, the
effects of sel%—éelection of anctional areas to work on, énd the
effects of generalization to tha-hoﬁe on the outcomes (both

knowledge and observed classrcom behaviors).

Her results indicated that there were significant changes in

-

knowledge (as indicated by performance on classroom tests) and in

skills (as indicated in Head Start classroom observations).
However, these gains were uneven Aacross functional areas §nd
across the school year. None of the effects of her manipulated

variables were signi+icaht. Llewellyn concluded that thg

commonalities of the training experiences regceived by all .

»

perscnal livés DVEﬁrode the effec&s o%'héw. wperimantal
manipul ations.

Asg disanpaint;ng as these results may seem, they do point
out, again, the importance of understanding the full life context
in which adult education téées place. |

%he final study was conducted by Rosemary Sutton (1983).
This large study h;d several purposes, and the complexity of the
findings warrants presentation in several different ways (one set
of data hag already bheen discussed above).

One of the purposes of Sutton’'s research was to develop a

set of scales capable of going beyond the specifics of varicous

»
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traxnzng program: 1nd vet capturing the crxtlcal pssence of the
program that relates to +ra1n1ng autcome:. Three dimensions ot
the educatlcnalbenv1;onment were derived from the‘worg of Kohn
:and Schooler (1983). These dimensions are:r closeness of
supervision, level of routinigation, aﬁd Eubstantive complexity
of work with peaﬁlé,-data; and things. I will present only some
ot Sutt;n's findings con:erniné these scales.

The final items of these'scaleé“offer a short but reliable
and valid way of assessing these dimensioné Bf ChA training
programs. . e

fhese scales are important iﬁ twm ways. First, the scales
51gn1+1cantly discriminate betwsen and among programs. - Th&t is;
as perceived by the trainees, the closeness of 5uperv151on
_provided and the routine nature‘%% the instructicn diftfer {from

(3

'one program to another. Frogram dif%eren;es on the complgmity
ﬁtalé did not reach .significance, but this scale was .found to .add
an important dimension to the analysia.. |
Setond, the dimensions relate significantly to critical
outgome variables.‘_éuttcn raportg that the.lassjrcutine the
classes were and the more complex the work require&, the more
intellectually flexible tha students were. Furthg}g the lower
the complexity of work and the higher tha level of rogtinization,
the higher the level of traditional (teacher-centered) beliefs.

1

Sutfcn's %indihgs strongly suggest that instructors should

+ v '

]
uniformly providgystudents witht:
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1. treedom to dgcide what they will d& and how,they.willf

do ity decision-making oppdrtunities throughout the instruction:.
= . s .
and opportunities to set the pace of instruction;

2 variabhility (and some ded%ee of unpredictability) in
the way they conduct their classes and how. they handle testing

procedures;

Ll
“

Fe opportun1t1es for complex social interactions

(uisqussion, group pr Jects, pear tu oring) i the 1n5tructors,

should reguire complex, higher levels aor work with data .

(analyzing, applying, 5ynthesizing, and evaluating):.

SQch program variables are related to dés?rable-program

Ee ' ' ¢
outcpmes. .. - . .

4 = e i --..-.—...—_—n_.—..— '
“y

. The research reported here represents a systematic attempt

to integrate resesarch on the prcceés and outcomes of CDA fraining

with a life-span developmental perspectf@eh It also represéﬁts

the bagihnings of an educational ﬁsychology of adult mducation.

An educaticnal psychology of édult education should provide

’

quidance for program design and delivery. The research briefly

summarized here does offer specific suggestions for the design,

. implementation, and improvement of chaAa Eraining programs.

The lonaitudinal.study of the effects of training on the
beliefs of trainees, coqfirmed prior findings that initial gains
in cognitively'oriented, child-centered belié&s show sﬁme decay
during the second year of training. The process studie; éuggest
areas where program chanée may have the potential for correcting
thi=s problem, while le;ding té other positive outcomes as well.

10
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functional areas as a basis of trainingg with the more
L] ~ < . . .

traditional emphasis on theory and research as & basis for

v aducational practice. Additionally, there is.the néed_to
continuously recognize tRE'compl w family and community tontext

in which trainees live, wark, and 1earn&% Also, instructors

-

7 1

-

.should recognize the desxrab111tv ot prov*dlng opportunities ¥OP
9 v
having independence in working with complew material in cahp}ex-

social interactions.
Finally, there 'is obviously a need for. much more® research.

Thes poﬁential of the approach has besn demonstrated. - But, more

and more generalx*ablm research is- requ1r=d ko buxld an adequate'

foundation for the continuing 1mprcvement of adult educatzon and

CDA training practice.

i
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Dimenisions of Educational Experience Questionnaire
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Dimensions of Educational Experience Questionnaire

We are interested in the things that you do as part of your CDA training. By
this, we mean all the th1ngs that you do related to the trainimg. These things
may include taking classes in child development or classroom management,
observations by your CDA trainer, home visits, or prepar1ng your portfoiio.

We do not mean your regular job activities or Hedd Start inservice training
unless it is part of your CDA training.

Please answer the follawing questions in relation to the CDA training you are
currently 1in.

Part A

Circle the number that best represents your beliefs about your CDA tra1n1ng and
instructor.

< &
< X
WS N
R & « &
o S
¥ & T @
o ¥
Q-,Q ‘3 ’D-Q LY ‘b"
'Z:"S o o'\b ,ig 0‘3 ,\b‘z' b?? o
& © ¥ L 6’$§ c§9t9
1. Who decides what topics or content are covered in 1 2 3 4 5
your CDA training?
2, Who decides when certain topics or content are 1 2 3 4 5
covered in your CDA training?
3. Who decides how certain topics or content are covered 1 2 3 4 5
in CDA training (e.g., lecture versus discussion)?
4. Who decides what type of assignments-or tests you 1 2 3 4 5
have (e.g., multichoice versus paper)?
5. Who decides the topics or content of these assign- 1 2 3 4 5
ments (e.g., topic of a paper)?
6. Who decides when certain assignments are due or 1 2 3 4 5
tests are scheduled?
7. Who decides the speed at which you do your work in 1 2 3 4 5

CDA training?

o 16
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8. The instructor dec1des what the students do and how 1 2 3 4
tney do it..
9. The instructor does not like us to disagree with 1 2 3 4
him or her. \ -
10. The instructor allows the students the freedom to 1 2 3 4
decide what they will do and how they will do it.- :
11. What goes on in my CDA classes is unpredictable; 1 2 3 4
unexpected things often come up
12. CDA training is routine as it involves dbing the: 1 2 3 h
g same thing over and over. -
13. Whén I come to a CDA class, I can predict what will 1 2 3 4
nappen that day. :
14.- CDA training involves doing the same thing 1 2 3 4

repeatedly.

15. Does your CDA training involve do1ng different things or the same thing over
and over?

The came thing repeatedly
Mostly the same thing

The same thing in different ways
Mostly different things
Different things

(S IR~ WOV R o

16. How routine is your CDA training?

%

Very routine
Mostly routine
Moderately routine
A little routine
Not at all routine

(690 SNV R 2 S

17. How much of your CDA training is predictable?

1 A1l of it

2 Most of it

3 About half of it
4 A iittle of it

5 None of it

18. How much of your CDA training is routine?

A1l of it

Most of it 17
About half of it

A little of it

None of it

OB W
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20,

21.

How

How frequently have you done multiéhoice; true/fa1se,'or-short

-3

2
!

predictable are your classes in CDA training?

Very predictable

Quite predictable

Predictable about haif the time
Not very predictable

Very unpredictable

NGO

since August 1983 as part of your CDA training?

How

1 Never

2 Occasionally

3 Moderately

4 Frequently

5 Very frequently

complex is your work in CDA training?

Very complex
Moderately complex
Somewhat complex
Not very complex
Not at all complex

OG- WO PO
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- Part B

We are particularly interested in the kinds of things you do in your CDA training
refated to reading and writing and dealing with people, and how much time you
spend on earh. We realize, of course, that you can be deing two of these at the

same time.

‘First, dealing with people. Here we mean dealing with your instructor and otHer

students in relation to your CDA training. ’ ~\
N

22. In an average week, how much time Jo you spend dealing with your instructor
and other students in relation to your CDA training?

- hours " minutes

23, We have 1isted below way5~you might interact with you? instructo? and other
students. We would like to know how frequently you do each. Please circle
the number that best corresponds to your behavior.

\ Q@?.
S 'Q:\ 3 Q
: & @ o
O
< o & &
@ o’b X b@ Q’O« {%
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(a) Receive instructions or a lecture from your 1 2 3 4 5
instructor by yourself or as one of a group. :
(b) Class discussions. . 1 2 3 4 5"
(c) One-to-one discussion between you and your 1 2 3 4 5
instructor. .
(d) Informal out-of-class discussions with other 1 2 3 4 5
students or teachers about things related to )
CDA training. . '
(e} Group projects where two or more of you in your 1 2 3 4 5
CDA class have to cooperate and negotiate on a
project.

(f) Negotiation with your instructor where you jointly 1 2 3° 4 5
fiad to come to some agreement, e.g., about course '
requirements, or a topic of an assignment.

(g) Teaching or peer-tutoring where you had to teach 1 2 3 4 5
your whole CDA class, or tutor one of the members,
on a topic related to CDA training.

24. Which one of the seven categories listed above do you spend most time on?
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Sacond, reading and writing. This inc]udes-a11'the,¥eading and writing you do
related to your CDA traiming. . S - :

25. In an average week, how much time do you spend reading and writing?

___hours ~minutes

26. We have listed below six categories of reading and writing you might to in
relation to your CDA training. We would Tike to know how frequently you
do each category. Please circle the number that best represents your

behavior,
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(a) Memorizing material or information, maybe 1 2 3 4 5
- for a test. ' ' ' :
(b) Comprehending or interpreting what your instruc- 1 2 3 4 5
tor of the textbook says. This could involve . oo
reading your book, Tooking over your classnotes =
with the aim of trying to comprehend the -
material. : _ -
(c) Analyzing ideas, concepts, or theories. By 1 2 3 4 5 ;
this we mean you systematically try to break up T
the concepts (ideas or theories) into parts and . )
censider each part and how they fit together. o —
(d) Applying the ideas or:principles you have 1 2 3 4 5 \f
learned in class or from your textbook to your ‘ .
personal life, ydur job, or the outside world. o : :
(e) Synthesizing different ideas, theories, or 1 2 3 4 5
facts. That is, you try to see how different
things fit together or.can be combined. '
(f) Evaluating or judging the worth of a theory, 1 2 3 4 5

idea, or piece of research,.

27. Which one of the six categories listed above do you spend most time on?




Thank you so much for your cooperation



